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Appendix A...

THIS SECTION PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON THE LOCAL AGENCIES’ GENERAL
SYSTEM INFORMATION
e The following comparison charts and graphs are presented:

- System type distribution by local agency mission

- System type as a function of the number of users

- Operating frequency by local agency mission

- Operating frequency by geographic region

- Operating frequency by jurisdiction size

- Analyses of sharing by survey bin

- Types of communications supported by local agency mission

- Number of Mobile Data Computers and Mobile Data Terminals
for responding local agencies that support data and paging




SYSTEM TYPE DISTRIBUTION BY LOCAL AGENCY MISSION
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LOCAL RESPONDENTS’ SYSTEM TYPE AS A FUNCTION OF THE NUMBER OF USERS
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OPERATING FREQUENCY BY LOCAL AGENCY MISSION
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OPERATING FREQUENCY BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION OF LOCAL RESPONDENTS
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OPERATING FREQUENCY BY JURISDICTION SIZE OF LOCAL RESPONDENTS
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ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS A AND B*

If Share...

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indicwaggr\rl‘wth In dite (\)Nith Shi(r)i:{ith Shg::t:ith IncoDr:tpalete Number of Agencies With Which They Share InocI))r:t;;Iete
Whom 1-5 ~ 6-10 10-15 >15
| AT 6 5 6 0 6 0 0 3 2 0 1 0
A2 15 9 14 1 14 0 0 8 2 0 1 3
A3 17 8 16 1 15 0 1 6 2 0 0 8
Ad 9 4 7 2 6 0 1 0 3 0 0 4
A5 4 1 4 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0
B 4 2 4 0 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 2

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\;::rt;;wth Indicate With Shi:;a \nllith Shg;:t:vith Inocsr;tp;lete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inal))r:t;:ete
Whom 5 610 10-15 15
B1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B2 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
B3 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
B4 3 5 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 1
BS 3 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
B6 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 1

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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If Share...

ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS C AND D*

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\(;;:l:gn\iwth indicate With Shar)i :llith Shg:zt \;vith IncoDr';t;;Iete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inc%r:t;;lete
Whom 1-5 610 10-15 >15

c1 7 0 6 1 6 0 0 5 0 0 1 0

c2 23 9 22 1 22 0 0 8 0 3 1 10

c3 16 5 14 2 12 0 2 7 0 0 0 7

C4 9 1 9 0 8 0 1 3 0 0 1 5

C5 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

cé 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

c7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 56 15 52 ) 0 3 23 0 3 3 23

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\;:var:gr\r/lwth Indicate With Shfcr:za v;/ith Shglt':t:ith Inc%r:tp:ete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Ino%r:tp:ete
Whom 15 610 1015 >15

D1 5 2 5 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 2

b2 4 1 4 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 3

D3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
e 2 4 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
DS 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

D6 3 | o 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

D7 0 0 0 0 0
Total [ 0 0 0 6

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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If Share...

ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS E AND F*

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No lndi‘ol::vart‘z;/‘wth indicate With Shf;e; :Ilith Shg::t;vith Inogr;\tpalete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Ino%r:gete
Whom 15 610 T0-15 >T5
E1 3 3 3 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1
E2 4 8 4 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 1
E3 3 8 3 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 0 1
| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
ES 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
E6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

If Share...

if Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\;::r:g:]Vith Indicate With Shf;ec;nllith Shg;:t:vith InooDr:gete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inc%r:t;;lete
Whom 15 6-10 10-15 >15

F1 6 5 5 1 5 0 0 2 1 0 0 2

F2 14 4 13 1 13 0 0 3 2 1 1 6

F3 6 2 5 1 4 0 1 4 0 0 1 0

F4 8 1 7 1 6 1 0 4 1 0 0 2
P 3 1 3 0 2 0 1 1 2 0 0 0
F6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

F7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 37 13 33 4 30 1 2 14 6 1 2 10

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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If Share...

ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS G AND H*

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\;:var:gr::Vith Indicate With Shigz :|/ith Shg;zt:/ith Inc%r;\t;:ete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inogr;\:)alete
Whom 1-5 6-10 - 10-15 >15
G1 3 1 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
G2 13 8 12 1 10 0 2 4 2 0 1 5
G3 14 6 12 2 12 0 0 9 1 1 0 1
G4 7 2 7 0 6 0 1 2 1 0 0 4
GS 5 0 5 0 5 0 0 2 1 0 0 2
G6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
G7 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
Total a4 18 40 4 37 0 3 21 5 1 1 12

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\;:\mgn\:wth Indicate With Shf(r; ;I;Iith Shg;:t;vith Incgr;t;;lete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inogr:tr:ete
Whom 15 510 1015 >15

H1 5 1 5 0 5 0 o | =2 0 0 2 1

H2 7 5 5 2 4 0 1 4 0 0 0 1

H3 10 3 10 0 10 0 0 3 0 2 1 4

H4 5 1 5 0 4 0 1 1 1 0 1 2
| 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
H6 5 0 5 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 2

H7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 33 T 31 2 29 0 2 14 1 2 4 10

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS | AND J*

if Share... If Indicate With Whom They Share...
Yes No Indi\;:va;gr:l’wth Indicate With Shf;i :{ith Shg;zt;vith Inogr;t;;lete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inc%r;\tpalete
Whom 15 510 10-15 515
n 7 2 6 1 5 0 1 4 2 0 0 0
12 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0
13 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
4 7 5 5 2 5 0 0 2 0 2 0 1
15 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
16 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No 'ndi\(/:vart;nv]\mh Indicate With Shla_lcr)i ;/thh Shg;:t;wth Incgr:t;;lete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Incgr:t;;lete
Whom 15 6-10 10-15 >15
o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
42 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
|

J3 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1

J4 6 4 6 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 2 3

J5

15 4 15 0 15 0 0 10 1 1 0 3

J6 12 6 11 1 11 0 0 7 0 1 0 3 A

J7 4 1 4 0 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Total 40 15 39 1 39 0 0 3 2 2 12
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*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.




ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS K AND L*

If Share...

if Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No lndi\clzvart‘zr\rl]Vith Indicate With Shf(r)i :I/ith Shg::t\évith IncoDr:tpalete Number of Agencies With Which They Share lnogr;lt;;lete
Whom 15 610 10°15 >15
-« 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0
K2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ka 2 4 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
KS 5 10 5 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 1 1

If Share...

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

A\
Indicate With .° o Share with | Share with | Incomplete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Incomplete
Yes No Whom Indicate With Local State Data Data
Whom 1-5 6-10 10-15 >15

| U 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
L2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
L3 3 3 3 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 1 1
L4 8 1 7 1 6 0 0 1 0 0 1 5
LS 4 2 3 1 3 0 1 1 0 0 1 1
L6 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 3 0 0 0 1
L7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 19 6 17 2 16 0 1 6 0 0 3 8

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS M AND N*

If Share...

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

A\
Indicate With .° oL Share with | Share with | Incomplete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Incomplete
Yes No Whom Indicate With Local State Data Data
Whom 15 610 10-15 ST

W 0 0 0 0 0 0 o | o 0 0 0 0
M2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M3 4 1 4 0 4 0 0 3 1 0 0 0
M4 2 2 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
M5 5 3 5 0 5 0 0 3 1 0 1 0
M6 7 5 7 0 7 0 0 4 0 0 0 3
M7 10 1 10 0 8 0 3 4 1 0

Total 28 12 28 0 26 0 15 ) 1 1

if Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No lndi\;:val:gr\rI‘Vith indicate With Shla_\(r)i ;I;Iith Shg:gt\évith Incclsr:gete Number of Agencies With Which They Share lnogr:tr;lete
Whom 15 510 1015 >T5
N1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N3 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
N4 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0
NS 8 4 8 0 7 0 1 4 0 0 2 2
N6 2 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS O AND P*

if Share... If Indicate With Whom They Share...
Yes No lndi\(l:va'f;r\rI‘Vith Indicate With Shﬁ(r)ec ;;Iith Shg::t:vith Inogr;tpalete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Inc%rzt;:ete
Whom 1-5 6-10 10-15 >15
o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
03 3 1 3 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1
04 6 2 5 1 5 0 0 2 1 0 0 2
05 3 0 2 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0
06 1 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

If Share... If Indicate With Whom They Share...
A\l
Indicate With .° oL Share with | Share with | Incomplete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Incomplete
Yes No Whom Indicate With Local State Data Data
Whom 15 6-10 10-15 >15
P1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P3 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
P4 7 4 7 0 7 0 0 4 2 0 0 1
PS 10 4 8 2 8 0 0 3 0 0 1 4
P6 6 3 6 0 6 0 0 4 0 1 0 1
7 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1
Total 27 12 25 2 25 1] 0 13 2 1 1 8

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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If Share...

ANALYSIS OF SHARING BY SURVEY BINS Q AND R*

If Indicate With Whom They Share...

\J
Indicate With Do Not Share with | Share with | Incomplete Number of Agencies With Which They Share Incomplete
Yes No Whom Indicate With Local State Data Data
Whom 5 510 10-15 >15

Q1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Q4 3 4 3 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 1

Qs 1 10 9 2 9 0 0 2 2 0 0 5

Q6 17 12 17 0 17 0 0 12 2 0 0 3

Q7 20 5 19 1 18 0 1 10 4 0 1 4
Total 51 31 48 3 47 0 1 26 8 0 1 13

if Indicate With Whom They Share...

Yes No Indi\cl‘.vartzr\rl"wth indicate With Shfcr:: ;/;/ith Shg:zt;vith Inc%:t;;lete _-Number of Agencies With Which They Share Incc[))r:t;:ete
Whom 15 610 10-15 515

| R 0 0 0 0 0 o | o 0 0 0 0 0
R2 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0

R3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
K 2 1 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
RS 4 6 4 0 4 0 0 2 1 0 0 1

| Re 32 1 32 0 32 0 0 16 5 4 0 7
R7 6 2 6 0 6 0 0 3 1 0 0 2
Total a4 10 44 0 a4 0 0 22 7 4 0 11

*Note: See PSWN program LMR Replacement Cost Study Methodology Report for a detailed explanation of the survey bin classifications.
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TYPES OF COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORTED BY LOCAL AGENCY MISSION
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TOTAL NUMBER OF MOBILE DATA TERMINALS AND MOBILE DATA COMPUTERS
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Appendix B...

THIS SECTION PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON LOCAL AGENCIES’ USER
EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

¢ The following comparison charts and graphs are presented:
- Types of portable radios used by local agency mission
- Types of portable radios used by number of users in local agencies
- Distribution of OTAR and encryption on portable radios by local agency mission
- Types of mobile radios used by local agency mission
- Types of mobile radios used by number of users in local agencies

- Distribution of OTAR and encryption on mobile radios by local agency mission
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TYPES OF PORTABLE RADIOS USED BY LOCAL AGENCY MISSION
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TYPES OF PORTABLE RADIOS USED BY NUMBER OF USERS IN LOCAL AGENCIES
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DISTRIBUTION OF OTAR AND ENCRYPTION ON PORTABLE RADIOS

BY LOCAL AGENCY MISSION
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TYPES OF MOBILE RADIOS USED BY LOCAL AGENCY MISSION

LAW ENFORCEMENT

Mid-Range Mobiles

EMS/RESCUE

Basic Mobiles

54.2% 327%
High-End
Mobiles
Basic e
Mobiles
Mid-Range
High-End 17.0% Mobiles
Mobiles
45.5%
288%
FIRE COMBINED FIRE AND EMS/RESCUE
. . Mid-Range
Basic Mobiles Mobiles
225%
24.2%
High-End
Mobiles Basic
Mid-Range 10.0% High-‘End Mobiles
Mobiles Mobiles 60.0%

67.5%

15.8%




TYPES OF MOBILE RADIOS USED BY NUMBER OF USERS IN LOCAL AGENCIES
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DISTRIBUTION OF OTAR AND ENCRYPTION ON MOBILE RADIOS
BY LOCAL PUBLIC SAFETY MISSION
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Appendix C...

THIS SECTION PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON LOCAL AGENCIES’ NETWORK
EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

e The following comparison charts and graphs are presented:
- Average number of antenna towers by geographic region and population in responding agencies
- Percentages of varying number of channels used on dispatch consoles by responding local agencies

- Types of functions supported at the console by local respondents
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF ANTENNA TOWERS BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION AND POPULATION IN
RESPONDING LOCAL AGENCIES
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PERCENTAGES OF VARYING NUMBER OF CHANNELS USED
ON DISPATCH CONSOLES BY RESPONDING LOCAL AGENCIES
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Appendix D...

THIS SECTION PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON STATE AGENCIES’ GENERAL
SYSTEMS INFORMATION

¢ The following comparison charts and graphs are presented:
- System type distribution for specific state agency mission
- Operating frequency by state agency mission
- Operating frequency by geographic region
- Operating frequency by jurisdiction size

- Types of communications supported by mission




SYSTEM TYPE DISTRIBUTION FOR SPECIFIC STATE AGENCY MISSION
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OPERATING FREQUENCY BY STATE AGENCY MISSION
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OPERATING FREQUENCY BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION
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OPERATING FREQUENCY BY JURISDICTION SIZE
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TYPES OF COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORTED BY MISSION
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Appendix E. ..

THIS SECTION PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON STATE AGENCIES'’ USER
EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

 The following comparison charts and graphs are presented:
- Types of portable radios used by state agency mission
- Distribution of OTAR and encryption on portable radios by state public safety mission
- Types of mobile radios used by state agency mission

- Distribution of OTAR and encryption on mobile radios by safety agency mission




TYPES OF PORTABLE RADIOS USED BY STATE AGENCY MISSION
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DISTRIBUTION OF OTAR AND ENCRYPTION ON PORTABLE RADIOS
BY STATE PUBLIC SAFETY MISSION
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TYPES OF MOBILE RADIOS USED BY STATE AGENCY MISSION
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DISTRIBUTION OF OTAR AND ENCRYPTION ON MOBILE RADIOS
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APPENDIX F: ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON
STATE AGENCIES’ NETWORK EQUIPMENT
INFORMATION




Appendix F...

THIS SECTION PROVIDES ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON STATE AGENCIES’ NETWORK
EQUIPMENT INFORMATION

» The following comparison charts and graphs are presented:
- Average number of antenna towers by geographic region

- Percentages of varying number of channels used on dispatch consoles by responding state agencies

- Types of functions supported at the console by state respondents




AVERAGE NUMBER OF ANTENNA TOWERS BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION
IN RESPONDING STATE AGENCIES
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PERCENTAGES OF VARYING NUMBER OF CHANNELS USED ON DISPATCH CONSOLES BY
RESPONDING STATE AGENCIES
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TYPES OF FUNCTIONS SUPPORTED AT THE CONSOLE BY STATE RESPONDENTS

Paging Stat-Alert Supervisory GUI Telephone
Encoder Signal Control Patch
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